
D.1 HODUC~ON

D.1.l BACKGROW

Part Dofthis EWSs ummarizes and compares the environment advantages and disadvantages of the

various project alternatives fully evduatti in this EMS and presents the environmentily superior

alternative pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126. This discussion is provided to help the reader

understand the major differences in impacts that are anticipated with the project alternatives.

Upon conducting a screening tiysis, appropriate alternatives were selected for Ml consideration in this

EMS (see Sections B.3 and B.4). k Part C of this document, the environment impacts associated with

the Proposed Project and th~e selected dtewtivw me ass=sed. A substiti~ mout of infomtion

is presentd in Part C bemuse numerous dternativw are discussed and their potential effects extend over

many miles of varied terrain. Mtemativm that were screened out because they were either infeasible or

did not offer the potential for overall reduction in significant environment impacts, are described in

Section B.3 and are not includti in this comptiative ~ysis. me follofig S~ comptison

focuses on the significant impacts of the tily dyzd alternatives and their major differences, or trade-

offs, in impacts. The comparative dysis presented in this Part is intended to provide decision tiers

with information so that they may tie balanced, reasoned decisions on the pending transmission line

applications that have been submitted to the CPUC, BLM, and Modoc and Toiyabe National Forests. I
D.1.2 CO~~SON ~~ODOLOGY

The Proposed Project and project dtematives wotid restit in adverse impacts, some of which -ot be

mitigatd to ievels that are not significant. There are my environment, policy, and economic

tradeoffs associated with the alternatives. The environment dysis upon which the comparison of

alternatives and selection of the environmentily superior alternative was based is largely presented in two

major parts of the EMS as noted below:

● Part C @nvironmenM Hysis) - Provides a comprehensive and detied assessment of impacts and mitigation

measures for the Proposed Project, =ch alternative Zlgnment, and the No Project Ntemativq p~el, easfly

comparable treatments are provided in Part C for each issue area.

● hpact Summary Tabl= (which are part of the Executive ~ of this document) - Tabtiate in concise

form dl the significant impacts and mitigation measures documented in Part C, organized by class of impact,

environrnentrd issue area, and alternative.

To assist in the selection of the environmentily superior alternative, a comprehensive rdternatives

comparison table (Table D.5-1) has been developed, which appws at the end of Part D in Section D.5.
,.. .

h this table, short- and long-term Class I and U impacts are compiled in a matrix format allowing easy:,
comparison among the project alternatives Cicluding the Proposed Project). Within the comparison



matrix, general impact parameters are charactetied in the far left column (grouped by environmental

issue area in the order of their presentation in Part C and the Executive Summary of the EWS — e.g.,

Alr Qtii~, Biologiti Resourc=, etc.). For each impact parameter charactetied, entries are provided

for each of the alternative alignments and their corresponding Proposal Project segments. These entries

describe the impacts of ach alternative alignment with respect to the general impact parameter or impact

me and, where appropriate, indicate comparative or contrasting features.

The issue areas of biologid rwourw, land use, and visual resources are major factors in tils

comparison due to the potential magnitude or severity of impacts in thwe areas. h addition, impacts that

are of a long duration, or are widespread, are considered to be more important in the comparative

dysis than short-term, Iodhed impacts. However, short-term impacts were considered in context of

their collective effect, especially in those mes where the long-term impacts were comparable. Other

factors such as economic considerations are referenced where they are important for overall

environment evaluation of an rdternative, but do not form the critical basis for determining

environment superiority. Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126), dtematives shall be

considerd even if they are more costly. It will be up to decision @ers to tie fti determinations

on the environment, economic, and policy tradeoffs associated with the project and dtematives.

The Mysis in the following sections begins with identification of the environmentrdly superior

alternative (Section D.2), followed by a comparative discussion which is divided into two sections:

Section D.3, a comparison of the Proposed Project with alternative transmission line route alignments .

and substation locations; and Section D.4, a comparison of the No Project Mternative to the Proposed

Project. I
D.2 ~O~ALLY ~EWOR AL=A-

D.2.1 ALTERNAm ALIGWNTS

Table D.2-1 presents a summary side-by-side comparison of the Proposed Project and Alternative

Mignments. Table D.2-1 reflects consideration of both short- and long-term impacts within each issue

area. As Table D.2-1 shows, different alternative di~ents are superior in certain issue areas, and in

some issue arm there are ordy slight differences among the alternatives. k order to meet the CEQA

requirement to identi~ an environmentily superior alternative, we focused on the importance of issue

areas (e.g., biologid resources, land use, and visual resources) that have potentird long-term, widespread

significant impacts. Even in these ~itti issue areas, deterrnining a superior dtemative was difficult

because of the tradeoffs associated with different transmission lke alignments. As shown in Table D.2-1

and as discussed below in Section D.3, the Proposed Project and alternative alignments have closely

matched impacts such that, in some casm, the clear superiority of one cannot be easily demonstrated.
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PART D. CO~_ON OF fiTERNA_

Table D.2-1 S~ Sid-by-Side Corn-on of WoWsed fiojd md Mtemative fi~ents

:gopose&fi4fe*,”: ‘;; .: %..::~.‘:~~@*ofientii sue’ && !T”,<~‘ :: f:: .: .:.,...,:,,,.. . ...... ,~.:..,, ‘:?titenativ&Went~ ,“..:,::. .,F,Y,>.,,: .: .:.,... .. .... .....,..... ..: ,::.... .... ... .......::’ ,:.’ .....: :... .:.:..:..... :,.-’....:.. SetienC;A” ~ :<:. .. :~~~1{ ‘:. ::: j; Si@=t3 .1:: ~~”~~,‘::~~.,, ..., ,: ...’,., ,. ... ...-.’... .’ .2:..2...”..: :.....”:.: ... ..... ..... .:.’ ,. ,..,..:,, ..:.
Au Quality (shofi-term) +

BiologicalResources ++

Cultural Resources +

Energy and Utilties +

Geology, Sotis, and Paleontology +

Hydrology N N

hd Use ++

Noise +

PubficSafety and Health +

Socioeconomic and PubficServices N N

Transportation and Traffic ++

VlsuaIResources ++
.,. .. .. ,, ..,,. .::. :,., ..... ‘..:. : .:”:::.:“.:.... ... SwenES: ~!’,;..:“~.;.”; ~ ‘~‘~~e@eri&D~~,.~;;X~;&~;I..“ :. .’ “.”: ,.” .-:.:.”....::..:, :::.:..:,. :. ....,.,,... ,.,::..,.,....: . ...... . .... ~:.:...:.!........ .. .

AU Quafiv (short-term) + ““”””’ ““

BiologicalResources *

Culmral Resources +

Energy and Utifities N N

Geology, Sofis, and Paleontology +

Hydrology ++

bnd Use +

Noise +

Pubfic Safety and Health N N

Socioeconomic and Public Sewices N N

Transportation and Traffic +

Visual Resources ++
,.’ . ... . .. .. . .;. : !=~*;3ti~a I ~: “’”: “~~~~t K ,::.:. : : “:: “:: . ,,, . .. . .. ...’. .. . .. :

Alr Quality (short-term) “+””’ ““

BiologicalResources ++

Culmral Resources ++

Energy and Utifities +

Geology, Sofis, and Paleontology ++

Hydrology +

Md Use +

Noise N N

Pubtic Safety and Health N N

Socioeconorrdcsand Pubtic Sewices N N

Transportationand Traffic N N

Visual Resources +
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AmQuality (short-term) N N

BiologicalResources ++

Cultural Resources ++

Ener~ and Utilities N N

Geology, Sods, and Paleontology +

Hydrology N N

kd Use ++

Noise +

Public Safety and Health “ N N

Socioeconomic and Pubfic Services N N

Transportation and Traffic N N

Visual Resources ++
:.,,.., .,...:.. ...:.:. ...: . .. ......,.:,,:::: : .? ..: ......:.: j;~e*ntN: :, ~~: “< ::~~ .“:: :Segment M.. ., .......,’:, . .::. .. :’, ...... .......... . . ....:. .:. .:. ..... .. ..:. . .....” . ’.’.”’..:

Air Quality (short-term) N N

BiologicalResources N N

Cultural Resources ++

Energy and UMlties N N

Geology, Sofis, and Paleontology +

Hydrology +

kd Use ++

Noise N N

Public Safety and HAth N N

Socioeconomic and Pubtic Services N N

TransportatiomandTraffic +

Viual Resources +
.:::.- .’ ;..:.’: ..:.;.;.:..:.: .. . -:..::.:::., : ,. : .: :: :: .:.:.:::.:..,..:.. ..:: ;,,..”:semtif~;.::’: : “: “: . . ,, segment P,:..:...::,:..:,.. - .,. . . ... . :.::..:.: ...... ... ... .>... .......

Air Quality (shofl-term) +

BiologicalResources +

CulNral Resources +

Energy and Utiities N N

Geology, Sotis, and Paleontology +

Hydrology +

hd Use ++

Noise N N

Pubfic Safety and Hdth N N

Socioeconomic and Pubfic Services N N

Transportation and Traffic +

Viual Resources ++



: Etiv~titienM ~ue~~: :.’”’”~:k:; ,.’ .: :~opiseq:~+$ec~
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.,. ...:. ,. ::: “>:.:.,:. .“”.:..: .....: .. ;~e@en*,~: “’::’“.’ :“;:; :,.#:~;:”: .:,., :: ,.,. ... .... . ..,. ........... .. .:..,.,,, ;:..... .. .. ...... ‘gm$p:%q ~’,::. ;.:”,,:”.,, .,,.
M Quality (short-term) N’ N

BiologicalResources ++

CulturalResources +

Energy and Utiities +

Geology, Sofi, and Paleontology +

Hydrology +

tid Use +

Noise N N

Public Safety and Health N N

Socioeconomic and Public Semites N N

Transportationand Traffic +

VisualResources ++
: ... .. :., ..... :: ,.:..:,’.- *@entiW~@lfi ~~):~.’: \‘> V~~‘““~ S@eht Z ‘”, ,,:’j,~~. .. .. ... . .. .;, . .: .:.: ,,,.. .....{:., .: ., .. :::....::.....: ... ..:,. ...,,> ,.,,:..,.........::,. ....,..

&r Quality (shofi-&rm) N N

BiologicalResources N N

CulmralResources N N

Energy and Utiities N N

Geology, Sods, and Paleontology N N

HydroIogy N N

hd Use +

Noise N N

Public Safety and Health N N

Socioeconomic and Pubtic Services N N

TransportatiomandTraffic N N

VisualResources N N
,.. :,.. :’. .1., ,. ,S@eh~;~CFG: .:,”,‘; ‘:.. :...:,.:.””, :. ~~e@ent’w:@03:~o;~). ;,’:..:’{/”;;: : ,.. ,,:,,,,. . ..,,. . ..’: . .

Alr Quality (short-term) N“ ““ N

BiologicalResources ++

CulturalResources +’

Energy and U~hies N N

Geology, Soils, and Paleontology N N

Hydrology N N

hnd Use ++

Noise +

Pubtic Safety and Health +

Socioeconomic and Pubtic Services N N

Transportationand Traffic N N

Viual Resources ++
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PART D. COMP~SON OF ALmA-

.: ~~~Q*fG~?~!P%*~~-:;:$:’!~i ‘:,.‘;,?:,:~oj+*”:~ojec~’:, ..,. .,/. ‘. :~e.hatie Mment

““:f:~entYj”;;: :“;:;.‘:;:: ,’”..... . .. ...,.,., .: ;.:::..,:.:.,.,.., ...... :-,. ., ..................... .:.:. ..,....::, :..,,.:; .::2, ::... .:.,.. .... .:.,.,:... .... . ... ,::,,:::,:,. .... ,,,,. :*@entx.~.:.:..... ,.,. ... .
Air Quality (shofi-tem) N’ N

BiologicalResources I I + II

Cultural Resources ++

Energy and Utilties N N
I I

Geology, Soils, and Paleontology N N II
Hydrology N N

kd Use ++

Noise +

Pubtic Safety and Heal& +
I I

Socioeconomic and PubficServices N I N I
1 1

Transportationand Traffic I N I N I

++ Clear environmentaladvantage
Minor environmentaladvantage

; No discernibleadvantage

Based on information in Tables D.2-1 and D.5-1, the following route digrunents, listed from north to

south, are mnsidered environmentally superior under CEQA (and are the ~PA lead agency-preferred

project alternative, except where noted):

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

Proposed SegmentA, including the proposti Mturas @evfls Garden) Substation site, due primarily to the
fact that this route wotid avoid many of the visual and land use impacts associated with Mtemative Segment
B that cannot be tily rnitigatd.

Proposed Segment C (no alternative Wlgnrnent was identified that offered the potential for environmental
advantage)

ProposedSegmentE, a somewhat clear choice due to shorter length and avoidance of significant biological
effwts that cotid restit from Mternative Segments D, F, G, H, and I which wodd cross a variety of habitats
and cause substantial potential impacts to bird species moving up, down, and across the area.

Proposed Segment K, a narrowly superior choice over combmd Mternative Segments J and I because of
avoidance of substantird grading and msociated long-term biologid disturbance rdong Segment J, and
avoidanw of significant bird collisions associated with east-west trending Segment I and northern portion of
north-south trending Segment J in the southern Madeline Plains.

Proposed SegmentL, b-use of clear environrnenti advantages to biologicrd and cdturd r~ources.

Proposed Segment N, because of clear environrnenti advantages to visual resources, lad use, md culturrd
resources.

Proposed Segment O (no rdternative digrrrnent was identified that offered the potentird for environmental
advantage)

Proposed SegmentQ, due to substantial advantages in the issue areas of land use and visual resources.

I
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● Proposed SegmentR (no alternativeJlgmnent was identied that offered the potentirdfor environmentrd
advantage)

● Mternative Segments S and U, wnsidered the WA l-d-agency preferred alternativebecause of the
avoidance of signifimt, unrnitigable impacts on visti and rareationd resom in the immediate vicinity
of tie fo~ydesignated hsen Red Rock Scenic Area, which is -aged by B~. Additiontiy, the BW
has determined that Proposal Segment T wodd mfict with visurd management obj~tives identifiti in the
Montan Resourw Management Plan for the designated scenic area. Reposed Segment T is considered the
CEQA environmen~y superiorrdternativebased on mnmrns regarding potentidlyhigher levels of impact
on biologid, cdti, md transportation raour= associated with Segments S and U.

● Proposed Segment W, ex~pt for Mternative Segment Z, as discussed below (no other dtemative was
identifiti that offered the potential for environrnenti advantage W considered superior over WCFG due to
avoidance of the land use and visti impacts associated with Se~ent WCFG).

● MternativeSegmentZ, due to the avoitim of a r~identird subdivision and associated land use cotiicts.

● Proposed Segment X (no dtemative Mlgnment was identified that offered the potential for environmental
advantage).

● Proposed Segment-Y, because of the avoidanm of signifimt lmd use and visual impacts associated with
Mtemative Segment X-East in the vicinity of Hoge Road.

Section D.3 describes the basis for these conclusions, and prments a summary comparison of the impacts

of the Proposed Project and alternative alignments.

D.2.2 SUBSTA~ON S-

Alternative sit= for both the proposal Mturas Substation and Border Town Substation were evaluated

in each issue area in Part C.
.

D.2.2.1 Mm Sub~tion

The alternative site to the proposed Devils Garden site for the Mturas Substation is located in ~turas on

property hewn as the Mill Site. This site would be utilbed ordy if Alternative Segment B is selected

over Proposed Proj-t Segment A. Similar to Segment A, this site wotid not be environmentally superior

due to signifimt land use and visual impacts associated with the site’s location in close protity to

sensitive land uses and public views. Therefore, the proposed Mturas Substation @evils Garden site)

would be environrnentily superior.

D.2.2.2 Border Town Subsbtion

The alternative Border Town Substation site is lomted just to the south of the proposed substation site

and is lomted on a parcel owned by SPPCO. The impacts of this site are very stiar to those identified

for the proposed site. The primary difference between the two sites is that the Proposed Project site is,,,-.\
(, further from residences in the area. Therefore, the Proposed Project site is considered to be

environmentily superior to tie alternative site.

FM ERS, Novak WS D-7
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D.2.3 NO PRO~CT ALTERNAm

Under the No Project Mternative, impacts associated with constructing and operating the Proposed

Project would not occur. However, when considering the alternative projects that SPPCO would need

to implement to reduce existing system limitations and accommodate fiture growth, the proposed Alturas

Transmission Line Project is considered to be environmentily superior to the No Project Alternative.

See Section D.4 for further discussion.

D.3 CO~~SON OF ALTERNA= MIGMNTS

To facilitate a clear understanding of the relative merits of the various alternative alignments, this Section

hig~ights the major differences among the numerous rdternative alignments, including the Proposed

Project, with respect to environment impacts. Th=e digrunents would replace a portion of the

Proposal Project route, therefore, are compared to the segment of the Proposed Project that they would

replace. See Section B.4 @reject Dmcription) for a description of three alternative alignments. Again,

please refer to the detailed comparison matrix in Table D.5-1 for supporting information.

D.3.1 ALTURAS AREA ALTERNA= SEG= B ~RSUS PROPOSED PRO~CT
SEG~NT A

Relative to Segment A of the Proposed Project route, Mternative Segment B would offer the following

principal environruenti advantages:

● Construction air emissions wotid be lower due to the fact that the alternative is shorter than Proposed
Segment A.

● Impacts on vegetation and special status plants wotid be reduced as the toti amount of affected juniper
woodmd wodd be decreased by sk acres and ody one occurrence of special status plants wotid be impacted
(vs. 16 omurren~ on Segment A); reduced ovedl impacts on wfldife.

● Five potentially significant cdti resources sites wotid be affwted by Mtemative Segment B vs. 17 sites
along Proposed Segment A.

● Mternative Segment B wodd require less blasting and wotid avoid crossing a potentitiy active fadt.

The above advantages of Mternative Segment B would be offset by the following important environmental

disadvantages, which restit in Proposed Segment A being enviromnentily superior:

● Mternative Segment B would cross a greater number of sensitive land uses and more developed land uses
(residentird, cornrnercid, and recreatioti).

● Mtemative Segment B wodd r~t in greater visti impacts to the public due to greater prominence of the
line and substation and closer profity to Nturas.

● There wotid be a greater potential for cotiict with utiity easements, roadways, and the Mturas Municipal
Airport, given the close profity to the urban area of Mturas. I



D.3.2 WEL~ PL~S &TEMA_ SEG-S D, F, G, H, I =RSUS PROPOSED
PROJECT SEG~~ E

A combination of alternative segments codd replace Proposed Segment E. This set of alignments wotid

move the route firther from U.S. 395, which has both advantages and disadvantages. The primary

environrnenti advantages include:

● Significantvisti impacts along U.S. 395 wodd be avoided (note that Mternative Segment F wotid be
preferrd over MternativeSegmentG due to F’s greaterdistancefrom U.S. 395).

● By completelyavoidingU.S. 395 andassociatedutiiveasemens rdongthehighway, impactson transportation
and utifitieswotid be rtiuced.

● Eleven potentially significant ctiturrd r~omca sites wodd be Wetted vs. twelve sites along Proposed
SegmentE.

Key disadvantages, which lead to selection of Proposed Segment E as environmentily superior, include:

●

●

●

●

●

Impacts on vegetation, wflfllfe, and special status species wotid be increased because of more and greater
vtiety of habitats crossed, and the potential for bird co~isions wodd be greater due to the fact that Mtemative
Segments D,F,G,H, and I wodd run both east-to-west and north-south, effectively bisecting the habitats in two
dirwtions. h addition, these agricdti areas are used more frequently by bwds thm lands along Proposed
Segment E which stays to the =t side of the northern Madeline Plains.

More Special status plant species wodd be potentially impactti by the Madeline Plains rdternative segments
(46 occurrences vs. 9 o-en= of four Spwies).

Substantially more grading, road improvements, tid blasting wotid be required along Mtemative Segment D.

Mternative Segments F, G, H, and I wodd have a greater potentird for co~ision impacts on cropdusting
aviation operations, due to their location and combmed north-south and east-west #lgmnents

Greater construction air emissions wodd occur due to longer route length and more grading.

D.3.3 RA~~ALE AL~~A= SEG-S J _ I WWUS PROPOSED PRO~CT
SEGm K

Environment advantages compared to Proposed Segment K include:

● hs visual a=s. visual contrast, and impacts on views from U.S. 395 wotid occur due to the fact that
Mternative Segment J would avoid 5 ties if route along U.S. 395.

● fie dtemative wodd be located at a much greater distance from the RavenMe @ort,
potential air traffic cotiicts.

● Two cultural resources sites wotid have potentitiy signifimt, but mitigable impacts vs.
Proposal Segment K.

thus ~g

nine sites along

Although Alternative Segment J wodd be environmentily superior in visual resources to Proposed

Project Segment K, the connecting Segment I wodd resdt in significant visual impacts, thus reducing

FM EWS, Novak ~5 D-9



the overall visual advantages of this alternative. Other disadvantages of Segments J and I (dl of which

combine to render Proposal Segment K environmentily superior) include:

●

●

●

●

OverdI awess to the line along Mternative Segment J wotid be much more diffictit due to its remote location
and rugged terrain, requiring instruction of new access roads (some of which would be permanent) and
significantly more grading and blasting.

The combination of Mternative Segments J and I wodd rdt in si@cmtiy greater biological impacts due
to a longer ovedl ~ie length (19.2 ti~ vs. 15.4 ties) and associated habitat disturbance @ig sagebrush
scrub, juniper woodand, sflver sagebrush scrub, and sage grouse brood habitats) and due to substantial grading
needed for a-s to Segment J. Aso, the combination of a north-south route (Segment ~ with an east-west
route (Segment ~ wodd increase the potential for bird co~sions.

kcreased grading md blasting wodd have the potential to cause greater erosion and potential impacts to
groundwater flow.

Atemative Segment I wotid present air traffic risb because it is in a crop dusting area.

D.3.4 EAST SECRET VALLEY ALIGNMENT ~A) ~RSUS PROPOSED PRO~CT
SEGMENT L

The environment advantages of Mtemative Segment ESVA include the following:

● Theprimaryenvironment advantage offered by Mternative Segment ESVA wodd be avoidance and reduction
of significant visti impacts along the U.S. 395 corridor.

● hd use impacts wotid be reduced by avoiding several residenm along U.S. 395.

Dmpite subs~ti~ environment advantages in land use and visti resources, Ntemative Segment ESVA

would result in the followtig disadvantages:

Impacts on cdtud resources wo~d have the potential to be substantidy greater along this alignment since
this dtemative presents impacts of substantidy greater degr~ of difficdty for sucmsful mitigation. In
addition, this alternative has the potential of opening new a-s routes into previously undisturbed areas, thus
increasing potential vandrdism.

A greater ard extent of cumtiative impacts associatd with construction of the Tuscarora Pipeline would
occur because the transmission ~meroute wotid no longer closely pardel the Tuscarora pipeline route through
Secret Valley.

Moving the route away from U.S. 395 wodd require development of more access roads and wodd result in
more disturbance to previously undisturbed areas, thus musing greater impacts on biological resources,
ptiictiarly sage grouse Iek, big game habitats @ronghom antelope tidding areas and winter range), and
wetimd plant communities.

D.3.5 ~NDEL ALTERNA- SEGMENT MVERSUS PROPOSED PRO~CT SEGMENT N

Alternative Segment M would have the following environment advantages over Proposed Segment N:

● Much less grading wodd be required.

H E~S, Nova&r W5 D-10
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Relative environmentrd disadvantages which make this alternative dignrnent inferior overall to Reposed

Segment N include:

● Mtemative Segment M wotid have higher visibtity to motorists on Wendel Road.

● There wotid be greater potentialfor Imd use cotics due to tie closeprotity of tie dtemative to a swine
facflityand the Wendel Solid W=te TransferStation.

● Potentially significant impacts on ctiti rmources wodd owur at two sites along Mtemative Segment M
versus no sites on Proposal Segment N.

D.3.6 -T FORT SAGE MOUNT~S AL=A- SEG- P VERSUS PROPOSED
PRO~CT SEGMENT Q

Relative environment advantages of Mternative Segment P include:

● A shorter length (17.6 ties vs. 21 des for Proposed Segment Q) wodd restit in less construction
disturbance.

● Ody three significant cdturd resourms site wodd be potentidy impacted ve~us five sites along Proposed
Segment Q.

However, Mternative Segment P was found to be environmentily inferior to Proposed Segment Q

because of the following significant environment disadvantag~:
-.

● Land use impacts wotid be substantidlygreater due to closer pro~~ to hng Vdey residential development

and crossing of the Fort Sage OHV Area and the Doyle Wfldife Area.

● Greater visual impacts wotid occur due to closer proti~ to a major travel corridor md effects on the scenic

quality of the Fort Sage Mountains.

D.3.7 LONG VALLEY ALTERNAm SEG-S S, U, Z, md WCFGVERSUS PROPOSED
PRO~CT SEGMENTS T and W

Alternative Segments S and U were found to have reductions in visurd and land use impacts due to

moving the transmission line tier away from the Lassen Red Rocks Scenic Area. However, impacts

on biologid r=ources, cultural resources, geology, hydrology, trfic, air quality, and energy wotid

be greater than for the Propos* Project Segment T. bpacts on biologid resources wotid be greater

rdong Segments S and U because of the crossing of wetland habitats of Long Valley Creek twice,

including potentially greater bird collision impacts in this important year-round habitat and migration

corridor. These stream crossings would dso increase the potential for hydrologic impacts. k addition

Segments S and U have a greater fault potential and zonw of high corrosivity and erodibility within the

stream channels. Furthermore, Segments S and U wotid require crossing U.S. 395 twice, thus increasing

traffic and public safe~ impacts.

For the reasons stated above, on balance Proposed Segment T is considered to be the environmentally

superior alternative under CEQA requirements. As noted above in Section D.2, the NEPA Lead Agency



@L~-preferred alternative is the combined Mternative Segments S and U on the basis of significant,

unmitigable visual and land use management impacts on the Lassen Red Roth Scenic Area (designated

as a scenic area in the BLM Lahontan Raource Management Plan) associated with Proposed Segment

T.

Nternative Segment Z wotid restit in avoidance of a residential subdivision that would otherwise be

crossed by Proposed Segment W. There are no clear distinctions between the two routes in any other

issue area, so Mternative Segment Z is considerd environmentily superior.

Alternative Segment WCFG would offer reductions in impacts on biologid resources through avoidance

of some deer winter range and meadow/riparian habitats and reduced impacts on the Hallelujah Junction

Wildlife Area; however, it would result in substantially greater visual and land use impacts because of

a closer proximity to U.S. 395 and to residences at Border Town. Therefore, Proposed Segment W is

considered environmentily superior to Mtemative Segment WCFG for this portion of the route.

D.3.8 PEA= PEN ALTERNA- SEG- X-EAST ~RSUS PROPOSED PRO~CT

SEG~NT Y

The primary advantage of Alternative Segment X-East is avoidance of potential impacts on three cultiral

resources sites along Proposed Segment Y and minor reductions in impacts on vegetation and wildlife

species due to the fact that this alignment is in a more disturbed area. However, major disadvantages

are associated with long-term land use impacts. Mternative Segment X-East would be Iocatd in ve~

close proximity to several raidences at the end of Hoge Road, thus subjecting them to visual impacts,

public safety and health concerns, and noise impacts. Therefore, Proposed Se~ent Y is considered the

environmentily superior route.

D.4 COMPWSON WTH NO PRO~CT AL~RNAm

Under the No Project Mternative, the impacts associated with constructing and operating the Proposed

Project would not occur. However, as discussed in Section A.6.2, SPPCO would need to augment its

existing facilities and add new transmission and generation capacity to compensate for existing system

limitations and future growth. Section B.3 of this EMS discussw the various system alternatives that

SPPCO assessed in its selection of the Mturas Transmission Line Project as its preferred project to bring

forward for permitting. The system alternatives considered included generation, system enhancement,

alternative technologies, and transmission dtematives. These dtematives, in addition to the Nevada

Route Alternative that was identified during the scoping period, were assessd in Wls ENS for their

ability to satis~ the existing and projected needs of SPPCO’S electric power distribution system (see

Section A.6, Purpose and Need and Sections B.3.4.3 through B.3.4.6). This dysis concluded that ody

the various Transmission Mternatives evaluated in Section B.3.4.6.2 were capable of supplementing

SPPCO’S system in such a manner that existing limitations cotid be mitigated and future growth
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accommodated. This evaluation was conducted to provide information on the possible options avtiable

to SPPCO in the event that the No Project Mternative is deemed preferable.

In Section B.3.4.6.2, the transmission alternatives capable of satisfying the project objectives were

assessed for their potential environment impacts. Since tiese alternatives have ody been prelimitiy

studied by SPPCO, no site-specific information was avtiable. Therefore, the evaluation of these

alternatives in Section B.3.4.6.2 is limited to a qtiitative assessment. Based on tie tiysis presented

in Section B.3 .4.6.2, none of the Transmission Mternatives were found to offer environment advantage

in comparison to the Proposed Project and therefore, were elirninatd from further consideration under

CEQA (see Section B.3.2 for a discussion of CEQA alternative screening criteria. Considering the

dysis in Section B.3.4.6.2, as well as the issue arm-by-issue area dysis of the No Project Mtemative

in Section C.2 - C. 13, the Proposed Project is considered to be environmentily superior to these

alternatives (including the No Project Mternative). The following factors were taken into consideration

in reviewing the candidate Trmmission Nternatives in the event the No Project Ntemative was selected.

(1)

(2)

Potentird Enviromnenti tipacts. h order for the Proposed Project, or any transmission or

generation alternative, to improve service reliabdity to the RenoMe Tahoe area, connection to

SPPCO’S North Valley Road Substation would be required. This need is based on existing

limitations of the Tracy-to-North Valley Road connections and projected load increases in the

RenoMe Tahoe area. For each Trmmission Mternative identifid, in order to accws the North

Valley Road Substation, the route wotid likely ned to cross a severely constrained and rapidly

growing area of northern Sparks and Reno. These growing urban areas are dso locatti within the

Truckee Meadows Air Basin, a non-attainment classified air basin for both State and Federd ambient

air quality standards. This routing could restit in significant property ownership constraints and

potentially significant land use (densities range from 3 to 21 dwelling units per acre), visurd, and air

quality impacts. h addition, given that the alternative wotid be traversing an urban area, electric

and magnetic field @~ concerns would be signifiwt, since the separation distant= between the

alternative and sensitive receptors wotid be restricted because of existing development.

U@ty Corridor Concerns. The Transmission Nternatives would travel primarily within

desigmtd utility corridors. Under each trmmission alternative scenario (individud or collective),

the construction of about 15 da of transmission line (in most cases 345 kV line) would be required

from Tracy to SPPCO’SNorth Valley Road Substation, traversing the City of Sparks and northern

Reno area. An existing SPPCO transmission line corridor cotid be utfltied by the alternatives. This

corridor contains a 345 kV trumission line and a 120 kV transmission ~ie. To comply with

WSCC Operatkg Criteria, adequate separation distances between transmission lines would be

required to avoid simultaneous ftiures. h rural environments, separation distances range from the

span between structures of approximately 1,000 feet; (LADWP recommended) to 2,000 feet

(approval for the Southwest titertie Project in most lomtiom). In urban environments, the proposed

Transmission Alternatives cotid be sharing an existing corridor that includw 345 kV and 120 kV

lines. This corridor traverses existing urban development and in many places encroaches to the edge

of the existing development (generally residentid; 3 to 21 dwelling units per acre). The expansion



of the corridor to include an additioti 345 kV line (or multiple stiler lines) could require the

demolition of existing residences. I
(3) Perrni@, D*w, and Construction Timeti=. SPPCOhas ody conducted preliminary technical

feasibility anrdyses for the Transmission Alternatives considered in this ENS, except for the Nevada

Route Mternative which was identifid during ENS scoping. Given the time required to permit,

design, and mnstruct projects of this magnitude, SPPCO wtimates that these alternative facilities

would not be available for operation untfl the year 2000. Given SPPCO’Sexisting system limitations,

SPPCO is currendy unable to operate within prudent, WSCC Operating Criteria. This existing

system shortcoming will be exacerbated as loads continue to grow (see Section A.6, Purpose and

Need). Bwause SPPCO is a WSCC member utiity, fdure of the SPPCO system could dso have

ramifications on the service provided by other WSCC utilities. bterruptions of service in the

Reno~ake Tahoe area would impose economic impacts on dl affected commercial and industrid

activities. h addition, such interruptions cotid affect the responsiveness of emergency services.

However, since permitting time lines are the responsibility of the Applicant, the timing implications

of the Transmission Mternatives have been given otiy ~ consideration in this amdysis.

Table D.5-1 presents the comparison of the Proposed Project and alternative rdignments, by

environment issue arm and impact parameter for Class I and Class ~ impacts. Overall conclusions

based on tils matrix are presented in Section D.2 @nvironmenMly Superior Atemative) and Section D.3

(Comparison of Mternatives).
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Table D.5-1 Mtemative Nl~ents Comparison Mat*

II .EWON. IAtterriati+aSetient 1 “MternafiveSetients .-.1 .. .Nternative. 1“ Attemative I .1.. . . .

I
;:..MA~... ‘“‘B {4i6ti) G$,:’ D,F,G;H,I (apirbxi 25; “
Pe~R ~oposed ~oject .~)yy, Wapose#Project
..,. ,.,,...,..,.,.

I
: .wm~rnt A“(7:I”M}:”; sementE (!sQlti) “.:., . . . .,,. .,,, . .... .:,, ,. ,,, .”.. ,:,

Class I: No impactsidentified.

ClassII Impacts:

Particulate Segment B emissions Segment D, F, G, H, I Segment J: 35% Segment ESVA 30%increasein Segment P: 25% less Alternatives are Only minor
emissions from 50% less than Segment emissions 45-65% greater more emissions than 10% more emissions on construction emissions. slightly longeG may differences.
construction and A. than Segment E. Segment K. emissions than Segment M. result in more
maintenance Segment L. emissions.

11=ss II Impacts:

llRemova*.
disturbance, or
degradation of
plant
communities and
wildlife habitat.

Alt. Segment B would
have reduced impacts
on juniper woodland,
big sagebmsh scrub,
montane meadow,
volcanic gravels, and
low sagebrush.
Proposed Segment A
would result in a
slightly greater impact
of raptor predation

I
enhancement on
nearby sensitive Ph
River Valley
comrmrnitie5.

‘heMadeline Plains
Itematives would have
ubslantially greater
npacts on juniper and
agebrush habitats and
leir value to pronghom,
eer, and sage grouse due
I Segment D, but similar
eneral habitat impacts
Iithin the Madeline Plains
roper.

would have
substantially greater
impacts on big
sagebrush scrub,
juniper woodland,
and silver sagebrush
scrub and their
associated value to
wildlife, but lesser
impacts on the
volcanic vertisols
community.

lAltemative Segment J Greater impacts Alternative Proposed Segment Q Proposed Segment T There is little
for Alt. Segment Segment M would have greater and Alternative difference in impact!
ESVA would have impacts on juniper Segments S and U on plant communities
(pronghom greater impacts woodland, would have somewhat and animal habitats
antelope kidding on big sage/bitterbrush, and similar impacts in the between Proposed
areas & winter sagebNsh scrub sand dune communities removalldisturbance of Segment Y and
range, sage and sand dune and associated deer plant communities Alternative Segment
grouse, and habitats, but habitat, but lesser (e.g., juniper woodland X-East, except that
wetlands) due to Iesser impacts impacts on big and X-East is already in
absence of on chenopod sagebrush scrub and sagebrush/bitterbrush), more disturbed
existing access scrub. Both pygmy rabbit habitat. however S and U condition.
and roughness of alignments However, Alt. Segment combined would be
terrain which would have P would cross and longer and would enter
will require more similar overall adversely affect the and cross (twice) the
surface impacts on CDFG Doyle Wildlife sensitive (waterfowl,
disturbance. general wildlife Area and its associated shorebirds, b?n~

Greater
cumulative
effects of ESVA
with Tuscarora
project.

Ibitat value.
. ....

winter range. swallows, potential
willow flycatcher)
habitats in the
bottomlands of Long
ValleyCreek.
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Table D.5-1 Mtemative Wments Comparison Matfix—

PROPOSEDPRO~CT,W~US &TEW~~VE SEG~~S

Nfwas hea MadeUu@.PJaM Ravendala ~VA
“.gw*gp Mtethative Segtnent Mternative $e~euti” :&ternativ6

FY.Foii Sa$e Mfns. ting.VaUey:Nt.
Mterrtatlve ;“ M~~ke Mtergative,$@ent P

Peavtie Pe& tit.
h~?nt X-East

B {4.6M) VS. “D,E,G;H,I(qpprox. 25 Se@enta J and I S&@&nt Se@entM (17.6~) ~$,~ofibSkti s,;.:E~ .Vs,::. (2,3 ti> vA...
P~TER Prbposedfiojeit” ti).~s.~roposed fio]ect (1?.2 dl Ys, ‘(23@,] vs. (3.4 d):v~* Project Se~ent.Q T.(4,9 d) 2{4;S @) Proposed.~oject

S~~entA (7,1 ~). ,Se~entE,(18.1 ~) ~!~P~ssd.?!91?c~:‘ PrupQ:ea:::’; ‘:..Pr~pDsed. “ (21.o,@)‘“ ,’VS,IV(3,8 M)WCK.G ‘$~~ent~..,,,”..,., :,., ,.
:e~ent“K:“ M~ject:$e~ent ::”:??!j?~

. ...,. ;,, ,. ,, (4;2.ti) Vs, ‘, ... .: (2;~ m),:, .,
‘,, .’., .~, ” ‘ , (15;4M):.. : L (21.1 d.)” :’Se@ent N’ ‘:.’. w:(4.o tij ,’~. ‘.. :“;,’:
. . ,,, ,,,,’ .,. . .::,. : .:. .,,

,,,.,., ,.,,.,,,, ,,,,, ...... ..”.,: ,.. (~~)
,, :, ... .. . .,., .,,.,,,.,,.

:,..:.’. .,,, .. . . . :.. .,“..::. .,,,,,,,,, .,, :,,,,,,+,, ,,, ,, ..,,..,: :... .,,,.,,. :.... ,,. ,,. ..’”. .,,,.,,.: ..:. :. ““ . ’.,.’,’’’”“
SegmentW would
removeor disturb
somedeer winterrange
and montanemeadow
habitatificluding
impactson CDFG
Hallelujah Junction
Wildlife Area, which
Segment WCFG would
help to avoid.

Segment Z, except for
its slightly longer
length would have no
appreciable differences
in impacts from those
of the corresponding
portion of Segment W.

lemoval or Proposed Segment A The Madeline Plains Proposed Segment K Proposed Alternative Proposed Segment Q Neither Proposed Both alignments
disturbanceof would potentially alternatives would would potentially Segment L Segment M would potentially Segments T and W nor would traverse 1
pecial status disturb up to 12 potentially disturb up to 46 disturb 10 would potentially would disturb 5 occurrences the Alternatives would isolated occurrence
~lantpopulations, occurrences of 4 occurrences of 4 occurrences of 5 disturb 49 potentially of 2 species/Alternative have impacts on special of a special status

species/Alternative species/Proposed Segment species/Alternative occurrences of 7 disturb 2 Segment P only 3
Segment B would

status plants.
E only 15 occurrences of 6 Segments I and J only species;

plant and an altered

disturb one occurrence species,
occurrences of occurrences of 1

7 occurrences of 4
andesite community.

Alternative 1 species/ species.
of one species species. Segment ESVA, Proposed

77 occurrences Segment N only
of 7 species, 1 occurrence of

1 species.
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. .
PART D. CON~~SON OF ALTERNATI-

Table D.5-1 Mternative ~l~ents Comparison Matrix

PRQPomD FROJ~CT ~NUS &~E~ATIW SEG~NTS . . ““ . . . I

Mtwa9,Area .MadeWe P!ati. . “.. Mvendale ,~”: myA, Weqdel ~ W;:Foti Sage’Mtti. Long YaUeY&t.” ?eayhe Pew Mt,
:“EmoN; Mternatlve Segntent, Mternative Se@enta, ~~Mterqati*e.. - ~~&!erfia!ive Mternative : Mtirnhtive Se~ent P Sc~cnts ;::

‘WAOT : B (4,6ti) VS,

.:*@Grit X-EM

~, F;GjH,I:.(ti~&ibx,:25 Se@~~@J:+gd 1 ,,S6~e,nt,,.,, ‘Se~ent ‘M:-.,,(lyfdqj.is(.qgpbskd sju.Js.9 :@) V$!. . .“”“’.,,(2!3,M .Vsd
PAW~R .’ ‘,,?rbposed~dject. @) v?. Prtiposed ~oject (4?i2d) V$e:.”: (23’@;j +k.. ::.(3,6*) Y$;;,: :.~!j~~l~~rt Q T (4i9tij:Z.(4,5’ti) PrOpo;etiPiojectj

,. ‘ Se@ent~A (7.l,*j ,,se~entE (18.1@};,:~~Proposed Prpject”f “. .Pruposed ~~” .Proptised vh:W (3,8.@) WQFG . . “Se@entY,,
,:. -:’ ‘Se@pnt K. Project $e@eht . . .ProJtti .,,” “’”’:”:’’:”...’ .“ ‘:’ ‘[4;2@).ii,. ‘. (2;1 ttd)

.:, tl$:4”~) ., ~~~.,. ,, ., ..,., L(21.I pt).;,,, ,,,,,,.,,,, .“’.. . .. . .... . .:’... ; .:%:$*::N”:.,,
“; ““ ‘

.,. , ... ,,’ ‘: “w ~4;::!, : ;“ ;,.,:’. “ :.’
,. .,. ... ,.:. ..... .. . ....... . ,,, ,,,,’. ... ::,:,’,,., ,’ :. ., “,

!onstroction Greaterimpactfor Greaterimpactsfor Greaterimpactsfor Greaterimpacts Slightlygreater SlightlygreaterimpactsProbablyslightly Slightlygreater
isturbanceto Prop. SegmentA MadelinePlains Alt. SegmentJ (e.g., for Segment impactsfor for Prop. Segment Q greater impacts for impacts with Segment
tildlife or (e.g., Swainson’s alternatives (e.g., sandhill pronghom, deer, ESVA due to Prop, Segment (e.g., deer, sage Alternative Segments S Y due to existing less
redirectimpacts hawk, bald eagle, cran~, sage grouse, raptors, sage grouse) isolated location N (e.g., grouse, Swainson’s and U (vs. T) due to developed character.
If increased sandhill crane) due to Swamson’s hawk, prairie due to greater and greater pronghom, hawk, short-eared owl) greater length and
ccess on natural greater length, much falcon) due to greater existing isolationlless access deer) due to due to greater length, habitat variety.
omtmsnities. less developed length, less developed developed character, development slightly less isolation/iess developed

character, and character, access access development (Swainson’s developed character, and habitat No significant
proximity to prime development magnitude, magnitude, and hawk, sage character of variety of area crossed. differences with
habitat areas of Pit and habitat variety crossed. habitat variety grouse area away from Segment Z.
River and Warm crossed.
Springs Valley.

pronghorn, mule road and
deer, loggerhead Wendel. Reduced impacts with
shrikes). WCFG due to greater

avoidance of
Greater meadow/riparian
cumulative habitats.
effects of ESVA
with Tuscarora
project.

njury and Segment B would Greater collision potential Slightly greater No significant Possible slightly Possible slightly greater Greater collision Negligible difference!
nortality due to result in reduced bird for Madeline Plains collision potential for difference. greater collision colIision potential for potential for
:ollision or collision potential. alternatives due to Prop. Segment K due

among these
potential for Prop. Segment Q due Alternative Segments S alternatives.

~lectrocution. presence, right angle to greater length in Alt. Segment M to greater length, and U (over T) due to
turn(s) of line in sensitive the sensitive due to closer longer crossing of
Madeline Plains areas Madeline Plains area

two crossings of Long
proximity to eastern Honey Lake Valley Creek-bottom

(cranes, waterfowl, and (sandhill cranes, floor of Honey Valley, and area, greater length,
other shorebirds). waterfowl, and other Lake Valley and perpendicular crossing and perpendicular

shorebirds). its associated of Dry Valley. direction change within
waterfowl and creek bottom area.
shorebird
habitats. No significant

differences with
Segment Z.

Possible slightly
greater collision
impacts with Segment
WCFG (vs. portion of
m due to line
direction changes.
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PART D. CO~WSON OF ALTERNA=

Table D.5-1 Mtemative W-ents Comparison Matfix

“PROPOSEDPR03E~ ~MUS &T~~ATI~ SEG~~S
. . . “: Ntura9 Area ~” Madehe Plah: Ravendale. ~VA : Iyendel IV.~?rt Sage Mtns. Long Vafiky ~t,

EMON: Mternativ&Se@ent Mternati*e Sigtnents
;Piavine PeW Mf..”

Mterriatiid Mteknative Mternafive. Mternative Segment.P : Se@en&
IWACT

Se@knt X-East
‘.B(4.d @ Vs, D,F,G,H,I (dpProx,25 Se~en&.J atid I Se@ent’: Se@ent M (17.6A) +s, Propbsiti

PAW~R Pr9ptisedWaject. ti) Y$QPropo$edProject. (19*2M}.Vs, (23 Zrd.)Ys. (3,6”d) V$,
S,U.(5.9 * Vs, (2,3 ~’ VS.

WoJect SeWent Q T (4i9:@)..Z (4+Sd) Proposed’Projict,. :.. Se@entA (7.1 d) SeWent,~ (~8;l nd) Proposed Projeti: ~ Proposed Proposed
S6@entK” . Pfoject Sk@eht Projeet

(21.0dj : VS<W (3.8,@) WCFQ : Si@ent Y
-: (4,2 d) V9<

; {15;4 tij
(2.1 d)

‘.. L (2i.Kti.) Se~ent N VPf4.0 mf) “.”:
,,.,,. ,,, ., ,;” “ ,,, ,,,.,:, ~ ~~?p}:,; ,, ‘,,,, ;’: ,,”,;:.”;/:: :’;::, ““ ‘:’ ;:; ‘.,;”. ,,:,. .’, ‘., :,, ,...,., . . . ,,,,.,...:. ,...,, ,.

... ...
,,, ,,. ,. ’.. ...,.

,. .,:,,,.... . ..: .:,., .,”. .,, ,,,,,.. . .... , ..,.,,.,,,, ‘~TWZ &S~:~~ ‘“’’:’”“ ‘~:::::“ ‘“‘-,.’’”. ... .... ..... . ....
:,

...., ,,.: ,,, .
..::

,.
,,, .,,

UIass1 Impacts
,., ,. .’.’.... .. ... . .. ““”,.. .

potentially Potential impacts to 2 Potential impacts Potential impacts to a
mavoidable historic sites on to one site on historic site on Alt.
ldverse effects Proposed Segment K, Alt. Segment Segment S with
m a significant with potentially ESVA vs. no potentially difficult to
:ultural resource difficult to mitigate Class I impacts mitigate impacts
;ite. impacts associated on Proposed associated with setting,

with setting, feeling, Segment L. feeling, or association
or association for for potentially NRHP
potentially NRHP eligible site under
eligible site under criterion (a).
criterion (a).

:Iass 11Impacts

lurface removal Proposed Segment A Proposed Segment E would Proposed Segment K Potentially Alternative Proposed Segment Q Alternative Segments S Proposed Segment Y
md disturbance would have potentially have potentially significant would have significant Segment M would have potentially and U (combined)
)f surface or significant impacts on impacts on 12 sites.

would have
potentially significant impacts on 7 would have significant impacts on 5 would have potentially potentially significant

subsurface 17 sites. impacts on 9 sites. sites on Segment potentially sites.
:ultural resource Alternative Segment D

significant impacts on impacts on 3 sites.
ESVA VS 13 significant 2 sites. Proposed

;ites. There would be would have potentially Alternative Segment J potentially impacts on 2 Alternative Segment P Segment T would have Alternative Segment
potentially significant significant impacts on 10 would have significant sites. would have potentially potentially significant X-East would have

ncreased impacts on 5 sites for sites. Segment G would potentially significant impacts on significant impacts on 3 impacts on no sites,
Iandalism or Alternative Segment have potentially significant impacts on 2 sites, Proposed Proposed

potentially significant
sites.

reauthorized
impacts on no sites,

B. impacts on 1 site, and and potential minor Segment L and Segment N Alternative Segment Z
:ollection at potential minor adverse adverse impacts on 2 Class 11impacts; would have would have potentially
:ultural resource impacts on 1 site. sites. sites on Segment potentially significant impacts on
;ites. ESVA contain a significant 1 site. The

higher impacts on no corresponding portion
mpacts to percentage of sites. of Proposed Segment

integrity of significant data. W would have
setting, feeling, potentially significant
or association. impacts on the same

site.

hal EMS, N- ‘Vber 199S

)-..
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Table D.5-1 Mtemative Npents Comparison Mat&

PROPO~P:PROJECT m~VS ~TE~A~W $EG~~# ,..

... , Ntura9 :&ea . MadelhAPlaW : ~vendale ““.. “!” =VA:” ~~fYeridel FY;FurtSage Mtw. “~ting ValleyMt. ~. :Peavine Peak Mt;
“:MmON. Mtprnative $e~eht , Mternativk Se@enta Mternatitie. Mtetnative Mteknafive Mternat~veSe@ent P ‘, %~~nw.. ,&~int X:Eti.~~~y ;,; : B (4,~~j:v#, ~~,W,GjH,I’(dpPrh%t2S Se@$titi J titid 1. :. Simint: ; “ se@jrit’M,, {17*6:”M)v!! woPbsed ~Sju (s~g”w Y~~ ,, (2,3 ~.vs.
PAM~R Frop6se&Moject .ti)Y5. ~~QpQ5ed~~djg~t (19!2 d)’vs+ ““;:““(23 @;~~$i .: ,(3,6.ti).vs; . ~ojetit Se~ent.Q’ T (4i9ti).Z. {4,5.ti): “?rQtiosed Project

,,, ,,. . . :Se~qnt A (7i$@) Se~ent:~ (1~~1.tij Propused Woj$ct ,~~op.bskd: “:,Propuied -~ .“. (2~;o~~) ..,.~~ Vsyw (3,8“ti)’wcFQ ~~j’S*weut Y.. “’“se~@nt K :’ ,:.Prolect $ti@eri( .proj@~: ;
,,, ... . .:

.(4,2.d) VS*: .. ... ,,,,J2!I~)., ,,. . .‘,. .,,,.. ” ,,. (15;4.fi) ~ .L.(21;~’~;j Se@ent ,N:’. .:, ‘“” ..,,,, w’ {4.0d) :,,,,. ,.. . ,.:, ....:. .:,,,: (3?~)::,,,,,,,“,: ::. “,, ,:,,,, ... ,“:, ,,,,,; :: ..,,, ,,,,,,,,: ,,, . ,. ,,’
,’, ,,” ‘. ‘“ ‘“ “’ . . .,..:,,, .::.,. ..:,. . . . . ..::.

Cumulative AlternativeSegment
impactsof WCFG would have
Segment ESVA potentially significant
would be greater impacts on 3 sites. The
due to larger corresponding po~ion
area of of Proposed Segment
disturbance W would have
required for 2 potentially significant
separate impacts on no sites.
corridors
~uscarora).

,,,:,,,,,, ,,., ,,. ,,, ,,, ,,,,’.:,: ,:..:,,,, .,..:,:;,,,:,, :’::.,’,’,:,,::’,,:”,,.,:.:,.:,:, :7,,,,,,,:,,p~KGY. m:~~~[~~~f:;::’:; ~~$::;:,,:”::. ~:’:{,;::,;:,,,,,:::,,, ~ .’f “.::;:+, jj,,::: “,“,J:’:@;,;,. : fi’::’:~’,fl’:::; ;:,,,:,, :,.,..:.,,.:.,:,.::,“.,.,. ., ..:.:,.. ::,:,,,: ,,, .,.,:,, ,,, ,.::.,,:.:...,.:... ,,, .
Class I Impacts: None identified

Class II Impacts

Disruption of Potential for disruption Density of overhead Density of utilities is Density of Impacts would Potential for disruption Impacts for the Impacts would be
service if of utility service utilities along the proposed less along alternative utilities is low be comparable of utility service would alternatives would be comparable to those
excavation during construction alternative alignments are J than for Proposed
damagesother

andcomparable to thoseof the be similarto that for greaterthanthoseof of the Proposed
would be higher, comparable to those for the Segment K. to those for Proposed the Proposed Project the Proposed Project. Project.

utility lines. because of a greater Proposed Project. Proposed Segment N.
number of crossed Segment L.
overhead electrical
lines, than for the
Proposed Project
segment.

.,. ,, ,, .. .,. .,,.,.,.: ,,,: .,,.,. .,,,::.,.: ; ‘: , .:.,::... ., ,”.,,. ...., ,, :.,... :.: GEQLQGY;’:$~!$S;:~:.,~~~EONTOWqY” i ~“: :’,,,;;::;fi~ ‘,:“:,‘:: ,, ,,,,,,,;,,,,,,,,, ::;,.:..~’:~’,,,:,,,,;,j: i!’;:’ ‘ ,:’ ,,,:,,,:.: ,., .,,,, : ..’. ,:,’ ,,.,,,,:, , ,,,,,,,,,.,,.,,.,,.,,,

Class I Impacts: None identified

Class II Impacts

Ash fall from Regional impact - negligible differences between alternative and proposed segments.
major volcanic
emptiono
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Table D.5-1 Mternative Mi~ents Comparison Matrix

PROPO~D PRO~~ ~WUS A~TEmA~w.qEG~NTS ‘“ .. .

~. Aituras Area Madel(uePlak - Ravendale . wgq~el ~:. Iv. .Fort Sage”Mtwi, .@ng YaQeyMt.
EtiON,

‘ mvA
Mtirfiative S~ent Mternatiye $q@@fi .“ Mternative. .Mterfiqt(ve

,PeRyinePeak Ait;
Nternative Mfgrg?i!veSeWeqt.P se~en*. se~~nt x-East

“pAI~&c&R B (4.6‘M)VS, D,F,G,H,I (tipprok,2S”.; Se@en@”Jand I SQ~4nt *pent M ‘“.(17,~.~) VS. ROpbSed S,u {5,9 M) VS4
Propbsedtioject “~) V$iPktiposedPioject

[2,3@ VS.

(19.2 @) “Y$, (23 @,) ys, . . (3.! @) v!+. ‘. fioject $ement Q T:(4>9~) Z {4,S@) ?!oposed project
Se~ent A (7.1 ti) Segrnent:R(1S.1tut}.: Proposed Project proposed Proposed .- (2i.o.@) vs. W (3;8d),,WCFG .. S~~qnt”,Y

.,, Se~ent K :.. . Project Segntent Project ~.-. ,. (4,2’M) V9i : (2,1 d). . . . ,,, .,,’ . . . . . .: ”,.’,. ~. (~5:4.~)..?. : ;. ~ (21.1M*) ,. S~&etit N.... .:.:” ‘ ‘:,, Jv 14ioti) ““. .“:,” “,,, ,,. ,,, , .:,,,,.,,’. .,”..
,.’.,,: .. ,., ,, .,.,,,’.:.J3,2) ,,,::,

;:;7;:;:.’. ::’:” ‘.:; ;,’:::;,’ :::.:{’’’”. ,::,:.,::’. .:: ,,,:,,,.,.. ,.. .,, .. .. ‘.,,....... .,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, .,,. ,.
jault Proposed Segment A Proposed Segment E No significant No significant No significant Both segments cross Alternative Segment S No significant
Displacementof crosses a potentially crosses a potentially active differences. differences. differences. active faults, but Alt. crosses potentially differences.
;tructure active fault; Alt. fault twice; Alt. Segment Segment P is also along active fault; Segment T
oundation Segment B does not, D crosses once, but would a fault with unknown does not. However
:ausing collapse have to connect to either
)f structure; or

potential, requiring Segment S fault is not
Segment I or J (both of firther studies that highly active.

Displacement which cross faults). could result in a
letween
structurescausing

required route shift if No significant
fault is found to be differences for other

;tress on wires.
.

active. segments.

;arthquake
;haking could A major earthquake would result in ground shaking across the entire region; there would be no significant differences in impacts between route segments.
iamage structures
)r substations.

.andslideslslope Segment B would Segment D would require Segment J would Alternative No significant No significant No significant No significant
aihrre caused by probably require less more blasting than require more blasting Segment ESVA differences. differences. differences.
:xcavation, blasting than Segment Segment E,

differences.
than Segment K. would require

mdercutting, A. more blasting
oading, than Proposed
earthquakes, or Segment L,
)Iasting.

restricted access There is a small
o or loss of No significant impacts identified.
ninerals or

potential source of
crushed aggregate on

mergy resources, Alternative Segment
X-East,

2onstNction Segment B would Alternative Segment D Proposed Segment K More grading Alternative No significant Alternative Segment S No significant
vould result in require less grading would require substantially would require much would be Segment M differences. (with Segment U)
;rading and and potential for

differences.
more grading & road less grading than required for would require would require slightly

;~ound erosion. improvement than Alternative Segment Segment ESVA. less grading
hsturbance Proposed Segment E. J.

more grading than
than Segment Segment T. No

erosion impacts). N. significant differences
for other segments.

~al EWS, F--’mber 1995
.)
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PART D. COWWSON OF ALTMRNATIW

Table D.5-1 Mtemative Mi~ents Comparison Mattix
,,. PROPOSE? PROJECT ~~~S ALTX~A~~”8~G~~S .’; “, ~: -,::; ~~ ~~ ,’

Miwas Aea. Ma~eIinePlah ,Ravendale “ ~VA W&tidel ~~ “~o~tShgeMtns.
EW~ON, Mterriative’S&@ent “.‘MternativeSewen@ ~terna~ye”;, fiteinitiva

Long.ValleyMt,
Mternative’ Mternativa Sg@ent P

‘.Pen+irnePe~ Mt.
si@ents Sp~tint,X=Eati

WACT.. ..B, (4.6,M) Vi, D,F,G,H,I:(djPKb%,‘2S : : S?menW J hod 1. ;Se~ent %~~nt M : (17,6tijv$.Roptisid S,u [5.9”fi).v$’ . (2,3”@ vi, ,.
:PARAWTER Proposed ~ojict, ~) YS, tititised project (M*2d] VS*.““ (23:d;) Ysb ~: (3i6.ti);Y$* Molect SegmentQ T (4.b9My”z (4*5:d) Proposed project

““. Se~ernt,A (7;1 d) Se~ent ~,(1#.l,@},,, ~yop~sedproject ., Rr?PQs~d.... “%9P?$?$ .,,, ,(?l.o,d),’
$e@int K

VS<”W“(3;8d) WCFG ~~Se@ent Y
Project Se~ent Project (4,2 ti)v$d,,. ,’..,, (2,**)

,., , ,,. ,, ,-;,: (15.4 M) “, ,:: :. L (21;! ‘d,) ,’, , w.{4:o’@] ~~ “.:
. ...’ .,, ,, ,,, : ,.,,., ,: .,.. ..... .,, ,,. ,.?.~$t: ‘, : ‘; .::;;: ,, ,, ,:

‘“.. ,:;::,” :,;,,,,,, :,,. :. .,,,: ”::,,’:.:, .,”,:, ,. ...,“,:, ,,. .,, . . . . ,,’’.,’
..:,..:,,. ,,, ., .:,,., ,. ,.,, ,, :’.,.:,::: :,..,,,. ..,:”. . .::. .: .:.’,:’: ,:, . . . ...’.. ,, .:.,..:.. .:, ..,.,. “;;;,~~p&&Y ‘“:.;:::“” ‘.,‘:l::;;~<::’‘.,::,’:~;:,:~:”:;: .,::;;: ;,:’:;:”: ““.’:“,,’”’”“““’’,:, “::;” ‘:’: ::, ,. .’,’ ,,.,,.,. .,,,., ,:,,...,, ,,, ,:’,:.,,:..... ....’

Class I Impacts: None identified.

,.

Class 11Impacts

Erosion due to Alternative Segment B No significant differences. No significant Alternative No significant Alternative Segment P Proposed Segment T No significant
construction in or has less length in 100- differences. Segment ESVA differences. has greater chance of has no stream crossings differences.
near streams or year floodplain than has less length in
floodplains and Proposed Segment A.

impacting perennial and Alternative
100 year stream in Long Valley. Segments S and U

resultant floodplain than feature stream
sedimentation and Proposed
water quality

crossings.
Segment L.

impacts. No significant
differences for other
segment pairs,

Flooding during Segment B has less No significant differences. Alternative Segment I No Significant No significant No significant No significant
construction length in 100-year and J crosses more differences, differences. differences, differences.
could interfere floodplain. floodplains and
with construction streams.
and affect water
quality. During
operations,
flooding could
add to scour and
erosion impacts.

Sediment loading No significant Alternative Segment D No significant No significant No significant No significant No significant
of surface waters differences. would require more differences. differences. differences. differences. differences.
could result from grading & road
construction. improvement; more likely

to cause erosion and
sediment loading.

Excavation in Negligible differences. Negligible differences. Negligible No significant Proposed Alternative Segment P Negligible differences.
areas of shallow differences. differences. Segment N has is more likely to affect
groundwater may more chance to groundwater in Long
interrupt, affect Valley area.
redirect, or
reduce flow to

groundwater
during ,

springs or construction,
wetlands. but conditions

are not well
known.

I
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Table D.5-1 Mtemative Mi~ents Comparison Matfix

PROPO~D PRO~W WWUS MTE~A~W SEG~WS

Mtuas:&ea MadeIine PlaW ~vendale” : ~VA : Wendel ..W. Fort Sage Mtns.
#mON. Mternative.Se@ent Mternitive:Segntents ‘.. Mterriatl;e” Mtertiatiie

KongVaMeyMt! PetivinePeak Mt.

wAeT ~
“Mt~fiative. Mternative”Se@ent P . . Se~enti Se~ent X-East

B (4.6d) vs. D,F,G,H,I (apfirbx,2S Se@enk J and I Se~ent Se@ent M (17,6d) VS. ~6pbSed “: S,U (s,9nd)vs.
P~~R ProposedMoject ti~ V$,’~$QPOSeti pr6jeCt (19,2.@l-vs, (23”M+).*S* (3;6 @) VS*

Se@ettt A (7.1d) Se~erit E (1~,~ti)
Boject Se~ent:Q T (4,? ~) Z (4,S ~)” p~~~~~~~~ect

“,P~oposed,Project. Prapo~ed ‘Proposed “(21.0d} VS. W(3.8 @) WCFG
Se@ent K ~Project Se~ent Proje@” ‘
:{15,4d) ? L (hl.1.ti,) Se@ent”N

(4.2 ti) vSi . (2.1 d)
}V{4;0 M)”””

,,, .,, .,. :, .. . . . . .. . . ‘,,, ,’ .,(~:2): . .:”” :,”;:;,:”,’. :. ,’: :, :
,.,

,,, .’
,.,,., ,,, :...”’. .:”.”,.. :,.:,..,., ,.,. .: “ ..::.., ,’:-., ,.,. .., .,,. ,.,,,, ..,..,.,,:,, ,,, ,,.,.. .,..,,, .,,,.::., ,, ,. .,... ... ,’ ..:..::.. ., . . ...’..

IIasting may
.,, ,..’: “’’:’”. .,, ,.

Negligible differences. Alternative Segment D
.,, ,. .’ ..,,.. . ....”

Alternative Segment J Alt. Segment Negligible Negligible differences. Negligible differences.
iffect would require more would require more ESVA would differences.
;roundwater flow blasting. blasting. require more
~aths. blasting.

:.,,::.;..,,....:,,,,:,,:,:.,:.,’,:., ,..,.,,. .,.,. :,”,,,~*qsEj:~QMATIQN, ~EUU~AXIQNALi;,mLIGl~u& Q~i.S~~E~IFICqS~: : .~~fi~~~~, <“;~~ii::,i~’:’y , ?; ‘~;:{. : ~~~~~:, ,, ..::::, ‘,..::,.’::...:’.’.:... ,,,. , ,,,,,,.,.,.....:,,,,,,,.,.,...,....... ..,,,,,:. .,.,:.

~lass I Impacts
,,.,,,,:,..:;.:.:.:~~

degradation of Would have a greater Alternative route would Alternative Segment J Ait. Segment Same impact on Alternative Segment P Alternative Segment Z Alternative Segment
luality of impact on residential impact the same number of would not impact ESVA would residential uses, would have a greater would have less impact X-East would impact
residentialuses as uses along Alternative residences as Proposed sensitive residential avoid impacts on impact on residential on residential uses
i result of Segment B because it Segment E; would have a uses, whereas

more sensitive
all but one uses than Proposed because it would avoid residential uses - an

)ermanent would impact more greater impact on Proposed Segment K residence; Segment Q because it crossing a partially apartment complex
:hange in sensitive land uses - residential uses because it would impact two Proposed would cross closer to developed residential and two residences
:haracter of several residences and would cross near several residences, Segment L the rural residential subdivision. compared to no
residential a ranch compared to undeveloped residential would potentially development of Long
environmentdue two residences for

residences for
subdivisions and closer to a affect six Valley and to the towns Segment WCFG would Proposed Segment Y

o presence of Proposed Segment A. residence than Segment E. residences. of Doyle, Constantia, have a greater impact
)roject structures and Omira; it would on residential uses
:e.g., visual also cross near a because it would pass
mpacts and EMF partially developed close to a dozen
:oncerns). residential subdivision. residences at Border

Town,

Other Segments would
have same impacts as
Proposed Project.

degradation of Alternative Segment B The Madeline Plains Segment J would Alt. ESVA Same impacts Segment P would have Alternative Segments S Same impacts on
]uality of would have minor alternative would have a have a greater impact would avoid on recreational a greater impact on and U would have less recreational uses.
recreational uses adverse effects on city greater impact than than Proposed impacts of use. recreational uses than impact on recreational
is a result of golf course, but Proposed Segment E Segment K because it Proposed Proposed Segment Q
;hange in

uses than Proposed
Proposed Segment A because it would cross an would cross an area Segment L on because it would cross Segment T because

:haracter of would have minor area that receives relatively that receives Tule Patch a larger portion of the they would cross
recreational adverse effects on greater recreational use, relatively greater Spring Rest Area Fort Sage OHV Area. further away from the
mvironment due recreational uses of and it would cross closer to recreational use. but be located on Lassen Red Rocks
o presence of Modoc NF. a fishing pond. border of the Scenic Area and would
)roject structures Five Springs not have a Class I
:e.g., visual WSA. impact on this
mpacts). recreation area.

Ftial ENS, N~ qber 1995
)
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Table D.5-1 Mtemative ~~ents Comparison Matfix

. PROPOSED FRO~C~ ‘~~W A~TE~ATIVE SEG~NTS . . .

,. Aituras Area : ~adelha PJah Ravendsde =VA Wendel ~Y.FotiSage.Mt~. ~~Long.VaUeyAit.
E“WON, AJternativaSegment MternatiyeSe~ents ~ternative ~.” “ Mternat~ve

PeavinePeWAit.
&ternative Mternative SegsnetitP , .’. se~pqts:.. w~ent x-East

JmAm.. B:(4.6 tni) Vs’ ,?}E,G;H}K(a@Prbx;25,,, S~~en@ Jqtt~ I .:: $e~ent:,:. se~ktit. M (lT;&d).w$*,mopbsed ‘ .Sju:(5J?M) ?$~,: “: (?43@7s4
:P_TBR..” : ,Pr.gP~$e@~oj~pt ~],ysi ~rapostidfitiject : (19*2:@)”vs!..;;.: .:;(23:q;]”Ysi :“ :. (3.6.M) ,Ys;. Reject SeWenVQ, T (4*9‘d} ‘Z:{4,Sd) ‘:PTqpose&Project

,,,, fe@ent;A (7.1’d] “ se@kntE’(ia.~d) ?roposedProJect Pcupti$eg,’‘: .p~~pus$d.:,:, ; “ (21;0d) :,’..,,. vs.’~. (3,8.~) .WCFG ‘setient:Y:,,“,,.
se*iniK Project S@~ent Projetit ~ ,: :.’ ~~ .(4,2d) .V9i...:: (2,1 d).

,., ,,, ,. ,,. .. .i15.4ti) :,: . ~’{2y~ M,)”. Se@efit,N :::..:.w (4.o~) . . :::,, ::,,,.., -,.,,...
..: (?+1?...” ,:;,:, ,“” .. . .. . ., ’... ; ;:’::;,’:’,,,.,::,,,,:.”,:,,, .:: ,, ,’., ,,., :,

: .’... . ‘,:,.,, .. .......’... ..,’,: . .::,....,,.,,,,,:,, :,’,:,’:.,,, .. . . ... ‘,,. .... .,,... ,.,-,.. .,, ,,, .,,,,..
Class 11Impacts

remporary loss Alternative Segment B ~n~ impacts on grazing Same impacts on Slightly greater Same impacts Alternative Segment P Alternative Segments Segment X-East
Dfuse of grazing would have less
land within and

grazing land. impacts on on grazing land. would have less impact would have less impact would have less
impact because it grazing land because it would cross on grazing land

Dutsidethe ROW would cross less
impact because it

along Segment less grazing land than because they would
and disturbance

would cross less
grazing land than ESVA. Propposed Segment Q. cross less grazing land grazing land than

to grazing Prop. Segment A. than the Proposed Proposed Segment Y
animals during Project,
construction.

Temporaw Segment B would have Same potential for 10ssof Same potential for No significant Same potential Alternative Segment P Alternative Segments Segment X-East
removal of less potential for 10ss animals. loss of animals. difference. for loss of would have less impact would have less wouldlower impacts
sections of of animals because it animals. because it would cross potential for loss of
fencing and

because it would
would cross less less grazing land than animals because they cross less grazing

opening of gates grazing land than Segment Q. would cross less land than Proposed
along grazing Proposed Segment A. grazing land than the Segment Y.
allotments and
loss of grazing

Proposed Project,

animals during
construction.

Temporaw loss Not of significant The Madeline Plains Slightly more No significant Not of Not of significant Not of significant Not of significant
of use of concern. alternatives would have cropland crossed by difference. significant concern. concern. concern.
cropland during greater impact because Segment I & J than concern,
construction. they would cross more Proposed K.

cropland than Proposed
Segment E.

Disturbances to Alternative Segment B Similar increases in Increases in Alternative Similar Segment P would have Alternative Segments Segment X-East
residential, would have less opportunity for human opportunity for Segment ESVA increases in less increase in
recreational, and

would have less would have less
impact because it intrusion into undeveloped human intrusion into would have a opportunity for opportunity for increase in opportunity impact than Propose[

agricultural uses crosses land that has areas.
due to increased

undeveloped areas greater increase ~t~ intrusion intrusion than Proposed for intrusions than the Segment Y, because
more existing access with Alt. Segment J in opportunity Segment Q, because it Proposed Project,

human intrusions routes.
it would cross land

vs. no increase for for human undeveloped would cross land that because it would cross that has more
into relatively Proposed Segment K. intrusion in areas, has more existing land that has more
undeveloped

existing access
undeveloped access routes. existing access routes. routes.

areas, as a result areas.
of improved
access.

-1 ENS, November 1995 D-23



Table D.5-1 Mtemative Mi~ents Comparison Mattix

PROPOSED PRO~Q ~RSUS &TE~A~W SEGmmS

Mturas &ea Madeline Platns
~w%gp

RaveridaIe WVA
~t~(:tp$p Mterri4tiyeSe@ents Mternhtive

?Yendel IV..Fort Sage,Mtw. ” Long ValleyMt. Peavine Peak AJt:
Mternative “.Mternative Mternaiive Se@AntP .Se~ents Se~gnt X-E~

D,F,G,H;I (approx, 25 Se@ertts J and I
:Propo~ed:Praj~ct d) VS.Prqposed Projett

Se@ent Se@eht M (17,6.tij vS, ~Opb~&d
P_~R

Sju (5.9.@)v$d
(19*2@) V$,

(2i3.~ Ws.
(2?“d,) yfi’ : : ‘(3;6::@)VST .Woject Sement Q T,(4.9 d} Z {4+S:@).“Propo~e~~r~ject

S?Went A (7.Zd) SeMent E (18.1d),’ Propused~roject .“.,P~4jdsed ..: “, p~opo:ed ‘.” (21,0~)” .; YSTY (3~@N)WCFG
::. s:vg)y

,.
,.’. Se~cnt K. : Piojec! Sc~ent Project : ~ “(4.2@)”Vi:

.,
“.. (l$4,y)””

.,

‘.L:(21.l”ti*). Se@ent N “
,., ,

:. .w (4.o’fij’,,, . ,, ..:.” . [3,~) “ :, “.. . ,, ,,,, , ~~ ‘,,. ,. ,.. . ..
Cumulative Similar. Similar.

,.,
Similar. Alternative Similar. Similar. Segments S and U Similar.

construction Segment ESVA would have greater
impacts with would have impacts than Proposed
~ther fiture greater extent of Segment T because it
projects in impacts due to would be closer to the
project area. separation from development of future

Tuscarora pozzolan facilities.
pipeline route vs
Proposed
Segment L which
parallels the
Tuscarora
corridor.

,. ~. ....’. ,,, ,. ,,
.’, . . ,’ .’,’’,,: ,,,,,. .,’

,,.:,,, ,. ,,...: ...’...,.:.,,’,:, ,::,,,, ,,,.,,,.,,
Class I Impacts: None identified

,,...

Class II Impacts

Sensitive Alternative Segment The alternatives contain 5 Neither Segments I No sensitive One sensitive Two sensitive receptors The alternative
receptors could B: 10 receptors would sensitive receptors that

Selection of the X-
and J nor Proposed receptor on Alt, receptors along along Segment P and

]e disturbed by experience severe,
contains no sensitive East Alignment

would experience severe Segment K have Segment ESVA Segment M one along Proposed receptors; the proposed would result in
construction short-term noise impact, whereas Proposed severely impacted experiencing appearing Segment Q severely
noise, impact; Proposed Segment E has none.

route contains one. severe noise at three
receptor. severe impact;3 severe

Segment A includes 1
impacted. One receptor along receptors, which

receptors on construction Segment WCFG would not occur with
such sensitive Proposed noise, with severely impacted, and selection of Segment
receptor. Segment L none present none along Proposed Y.

exposed to along Segment Segment W,
severe impact. N.

,,, ,,, ,:,. ,, ,,. ,
,, ,,, ,’::.,.,.,, ;~Ak~&:,, ‘: :, “ ‘::.:, .,:; ‘::’ :,,,,. . . . ... ,.’.:.::,::., .’: .,,.,, ,,,,,

:.:.,:,.:, .,,,,.
.,,’.... .,., ,., ,. ... ... . . .. . ..... :.. ,

:Iass I Impacts:”None identified
,::,.::,,,,:,.,, ., ;,’: ,:’,:

Olass11/111Impacts

Potential Alternative Segment B Similar potential for Alternative Segment J Slightly less Similar potential Similar potential for Similar potential for Alt. Segment X-East
:xposure to area more likely to exposure of a larger would have a greater potential for Alt. for exposure of exposure of a larger exposure of a larger
BMFsof attract fnture

would have greater
population. potential for exposure Segment ESVA a larger

>umuiative residential
population. population, except for potential impacts

of a larger population due to more population. Alternative Segment
Increase in development and result

because it crosses
because it would remote location. WCFG which would

]opulation in in greater exposure.
near existing

cross near the have greater potential residential
]roject area. Ravendale impacts because it development that is

Elementary School. crosses near existing more likely to attract
residential development future development.

Fhal ENS, N~wember1995 D-24
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Table D.5-1. Ntemative Mi-ents Comparison Mattix

PROPOSEDPROJE~ mMUS &TEWA~~ SEG~NTS
,. ~. Mturas Area Madelina Plahs -- . Ravendale p,vA ,“ %Yeridel :FV.Foti Sage Mtti;.. “.~onfeV&~n~ti!. Peavine Peak Ml.

EWIRON, “&terndtiveSegment Mternative Se@enk “Mteiriative ~ &ternatiVe Miernative ~~terti~tivq Se@ent P Sc~ent X-Es*.
“lmAcx B (4.6M) V&, : D;F,G,Hjl (tipproxi25. $e~etik J khd 1,. .: SeWent Se~ent M. .“(1746 d) 9S: ~dpbSkti sju’(5.9 :M) Vs’. (2,3 @ .v$,

: PA-~R Propqsedfioject d) Vsk-P~tiposed%Qject” (1?.2 d) vs. ““(23;@,??Ys. (3,$ d) YS* ~ojevt, ~e~ent. ~ -T.(4.9 d} z {4,s:@) P$QposedProject
,.. SegraentA (?il.tij Se~ent,M (18.1@):. ~PyoposedProjecf Pruposed ,P!gpused “““ (21.0 d) ,,: VS.W (3,8 d) WCF~ ,.:, ”SeWent Y

,;se@ent K Pibject‘Se~ent Projtict :’ ‘.’ .(4.2ti).v9i,, ,’,,..,
L(21;ltibj:;: :..se@itiVN :. ~~“,:,,,““~

(2.1.ti)... ,,., . ,’ ,,, ,’.“. .’, :, .{ls4nd) <~~~~~ ~~.w.:(4io:ti) ‘“. “’’’’’”:’,, ,. ,,,,,.., ,,, ,, ,, ,,, :..,..... ... .... ..,,:. ,,,, .,,,,’,’($*2Y:””’::’
,, .“:.,::, “,:’:‘, .’:.::;:::..:: ;,,;:..:: ,,:’:: :::;:::;:::,:, ~~............. ,.,,:,,:,.,;. ,,, ::,,, ,,., ,...,..: ,,, .. . ,,,.,’.:,..:,. .....,,:,,,,,’,.: ,., ,...., :.:.:.:.: ., ,. . . . .,, ,,,.,,,.,.:.,,,,:,,,.:., . ,, .,:.,,.:,..,,.,:’,.’,, .. . .,, ,,:’.. ,,, ., .. ‘:

:. :Pc~?~?~~Q~
~w,klc~‘:,......’....:,, ..:. :,. .

,,, .:. .“” ,,’,, ,,. , ,.,.,..,...... ..., .....
Class I Impacts: None

Class 11Impacts: There would be similar potential impacts on property values and public services for all proposed and alternative segments.
, ..:.,,.., .,, ,,,,, ,,,,...

,, .,.. ,:...,.,. . . . .. .... .. . .,,.,., ,,,,,,:,.:,’.:::TWSPORTATIQN:~,~~Yl~.. y.: ,, .,:;,::::” ::,,,:.,:;:. ~~ ‘,::: ::.”..:..:., , .“; ~~:.. .:,
...”...:”,’ ‘:. ,. ,, :,.,

Class I Impacts

An accident or Similar impacts since Similar impacts. Alternative Segments hss potential for Proposed Similar impacts.
structural failure both segments cross

Proposed Segment T Similar impacts.
I and J have slightly Alt, Segment Segment N has has less impacts since

could potentially Route 299. less impacts due to ESVA due to less impacts Alternative Segments S
result in distance from U.S.
blockages of

separation from since alternative and U add two
395. Us. 395.

highways andlor
crosses S additional UP railroad
railroad tracks and U.S. 395

rail facilities; this twice, whereas crossings.
would be proposed
compounded by
the cumulative

segment doesn’t
cross tracks.

effects of
multiple accidents
in the event of a
major
catastrophe.

Class II Impacts

Construction Proposed Segment A Alternative routes are Alternative Segment J Slightly less Similar impacts. Similar impacts. Proposed Project Similar impacts.
roadway affects less roadways farther from U.S. 395, is farther from U.S. potential for Alt,
blockage and

preferred since it is
(3 vs. 5); both affect thereby minimizing traffic 395, thereby reducing Segment ESVA farther from U.S. 395,

traffic congestion Route 299. disruptions. traffic disruptions. due to separation thereby minimizing
resulting in from U.S. 395. traffic disruptions.
increased
accident risk, and
restricted
emergency
access.

Interference with Alternative Segment B Proposed route least Proposed Segment K No difference. Similar impacts. Alternative Segment P Similar impacts. Similar impacts.
navigable is closer to Alturas disruptive to crop spraying. is closer to airport, is closer to Herlong
airspace and Municipal Airport and F less disruptive than G. but Alt. Segment I is Airport.
decreased safety impacts would be in crop dusting area.
for aviation much more difficult to
activities. mitigate.
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Miwfis Area Madelhe Plab ~vendale mvA Wendel” >Y.~urt SageMtti. tinfeV&~n~4y PeavInePeak Mt:
Ew@oN.’ MterhtitiveSegment Mternative Se~ents ~terna~ve &*rnitive : Mternafive Mternative Se@eht P
..MACT

se~~~x:$y
B (4.6m) VS, D,F,~,HjI (appro%.’25.

.PU~TER
Se~ettW,J:attd.1 .Se~ent

Proposedfioject d} Vsb;yroposedmoject”
Se~ent M (17,6M) vs. Wap&sed sju(5.9,nd) Vs,..

(19+2d] YS* (23 d*),Y~* ; (3*6d) vs. ‘ : “Project Se~ent”Q T (4.9@j”Z (4,5 d) PrQp~sedProject
,- Se~ent A (7.1 d) Se~ent E (18,1 @), ProWsed.Project,, P~o~osed:,: ; PKop?sed, ~ s21.0 @}.

“ se#ent ‘K‘: %Oj!c!$tiwent “??oje~
VS<W.(3,8.~] WCFO :, .Se~ent Y
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,,, .

,,. .,., ,,.,,.,,,.. ,, ,.,, ,, ,..
Class I Impacts

Significant Alternative Segment B Use of the Madeline Plains Segment J would Alternative Similar impacts. Alternative Segment P Alternative Segments S Segment X-East
degradation of would have greater alternatives would have have less visual Segment ESVA would have and U would have less would have greater
scenic quality and visual impacts because less visual impacts because impacts than would have substantially greater visual impact than visual impacts
creation of its 230 kV double it would have relatively Proposed Segment K lower level of visual access due to Proposed Segment T because it would be
moderate-to- circuit line and restricted visual access, because it would have visual impacts proximity to a major because they would
strong visual substation would be

located closer to the
would generally appear as significantly less due to avoidance travel corridor and avoid significant Hoge Road

contrast and more prominent and a subordinate background visual access, visual of Us. 39s
landscape located closer to feature, and would not be contrast, and visual corridor.

would have an adverse degradation of views to Subdivision and
impact on the scenic the Lassen Red Rocks would have greater

change. residential and located as cIose to U.S. impact on views from
Generally has

quality of the Fort Sage Scenic Area.
recreational Highway 39S. U.S. Highway 39S, Mts.

prominence as a
Alternative Segment

high degree of development in the but Segment I would
foreground visual

WCFG (from WN06- feature,
visual access. City of Alturas. have Class I visual WN1O)would have

impacts, greater visual impact
than Proposed Segment
W because it would be
Iocated closer to U.S.
Hwy 39S (for greater
Iength) and residences
at Border Town,

Class II Impacts

Short-term Alternative Segment B Proposed Segment E would Alternative Segment J Alternative Segment M Alternative Segment P Segments S and U Segment X-East
impaired scenic would have greater have greater impacts would have less Segment ESVA would have would have greater would have less would have greater
quality resulting impacts because it because it would be located impacts because it would have
from the presence would be located

greater impacts impacts because it impacts than Proposed impacts than
closer to U.S. Highway would have significantly because it would have Segment T because Proposed Segment Y

of equipment, closer to the City of 39S and to the staging area significantly less lower level of would be substantially greater they would be located because it would be
materials and Alturas and to the near E07 and the gravel visual access and be visual impacts located closer to visual access due to its further away from the located closer to a
workforce during staging area near the pits. located further away ~eUt\ a~9tance the staging area proximity to a major Lassen Red Rocks
construction, and Alturas Lumber Yard. from U.S. 39S.

residential area and

the construction However, Segment A
. . on Wendel travel corridor. Scenic Area, would have greater

corridor, Road. prominence as a
of access and would result in foreground visual
spur roads. excessive visual access feature.

to Alturas Substation
through cleared
juniper forest.
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